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whether the mother's husband may give his name to the
child; u
Whether it shares her domicil by force of law, 12 and
The question of alimentary duties of each party.
As the above mentioned conflicts rules differ greatly from
those on legitimacy, a court may have to consider a person
an illegitimate child of his mother under one law and a legiti-
mate child of his father under another law, as, for instance,
by German conflicts rules, where the father is of Finnish na-
tionality and the mother a German.13 This split result ap-
proaches American principles.14 Equally surprising is the out-
come in a French case where a Polish man and an Italian
woman both recognized their child. By the father's recognition
the child acquired Polish nationality, and consequently Polish
law was applied j under Polish municipal law the mother had
authority to act in the name of the child, while under her own
Italian law this authority would have belonged to the father.15
The inclination of French courts to apply French law
against all their own principles has inspired one of the most
objectionable decisions of the Court of Cassation. A French
mother recognized her illegitimate daughter, after the latter's
marriage to an Englishman had made her a British subject,
and sued for support. Although a reciprocal action of the
daughter would have been determined (and denied) by Eng-
lish law, the mother's claim for aliments was granted under
French law, which, in the court's conception, conferred upon
the mother "an imprescriptible right of recognizing the
child."16 The fact that the affection of this mother for her
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